

















































































































































































































































































C	 Innovation	coordinator	 Bachelor	–	Business	degree	 New	starter	
D	 	 Master	–	Business	degree	 New	starter	
E	 Innovation	officer	 Master	–	Business	degree	 New	starter	




H	 	 PhD	–	Science	degree	 New	starter	
I	 Business	analyst	 Master	–	Business	degree	 1	year	


















































































































































































































































































































A	 2	 No	 0	
B	 2	 No	 0	
C	 3	 Yes	 1	
D	 1	 No	 0	
E	 1	 No	 0	
F	 2	 No	 1	
G	 4	 No	 3	
H	 1	 No	 0	
I	 1	 Yes	 1	
J	 2	 Yes	 1	
K	 1	 No	 0	
L	 1	 Yes	 0	
M	 1	 Yes	 1	
N	 1	 Yes	 0	
O		 2	 Yes	 2	
	
5.	Debrief	Workshop	
This	last	intervention	in	the	DLI	cycle	of	the	traineeship	program	was	a	two-day	debrief	
workshop,	aiming	to	assist	DICs	in	reflecting	on	their	experience	and	consolidating	their	
new	knowledge.	The	outcome	of	this	cycle	would	then	form	the	basis	for	the	next	cycle	of	
learning.	
The	two	days	dedicated	to	this	debrief	were	the	first	two	of	a	weeklong	residential	(the	
second	for	the	program).	This	was	the	second	time	the	DICs	met,	except	in	some	rare	
cases	where	pairs	had	met	between	residentials.	Business	or	personal	constraints	led	
some	of	the	DICs	to	drop	out	of	the	program	(one	person),	get	excused	from	the	entire	
residential	(one	person)	or	join	the	residential	belatedly	(three	people).	
While	the	debrief	was	originally	planned	to	be	designed	and	delivered	by	the	DLI	
facilitators	who	had	accompanied	the	entire	program,	an	opportunity	led	the	partner	
organisation	to	hire	IDEO	to	perform	this	activity.	This	change	forced	the	original	
facilitators	to	reflect	on	the	lessons	to	date	in	order	to	perform	a	hand-over	informing	the	
structure	and	content	of	the	debrief	workshop.	This	was	an	opportunity	to	consider	the	
DICs’	challenges	and	reflect	on	how	this	last	intervention	could	address	these.	
The	debrief	workshop	was	structured	in	three	phases:	first,	present	and	discuss	design	at	
IDEO	(absorb),	then	unpack	the	DICs’	design	project	and	experience	to	date	(results),	and	
finally	look	at	how	to	apply	design	to	each	DIC’s	next	phase	of	work.	Explaining	what	
design	looks	like	at	IDEO	reinforced	the	messages	that	DICs	had	received	to	date:	the	
principles	and	values	were	similar	to	what	they	had	heard	before,	the	process	and	
messaging	was	slightly	different.	The	presentation	of	each	person’s	work	to	date	helped	
others	realise	that	their	struggles	were	not	unique	–	while	in	some	cases	DICs	were	the	
ones	best	able	to	assist	their	peers	by	leveraging	shared	experiences.	In	the	last	phase,	
DICs	were	introduced	to	‘How	Might	We’	framing	questions,	and	to	the	IDEO	Method	
Cards	(a	set	of	fifty-one	methods	described	on	cards,	split	between	four	categories	of	
‘Ask’,	‘Look’,	‘Learn’,	‘Try’).	Using	the	tools	provided,	the	DICs	formed	groups	of	four	which	
had	to	support	each	other	in	shaping	the	next	phase	of	one	another’s	design	project:	what	
is	the	brief,	which	three	methods	will	be	used	to	get	started,	what	is	the	ideal	outcome	of	
this	phase	of	work?	To	enhance	these	plans,	each	DIC	was	given	a	fifteen-minute	time	
allocation	for	a	one-on-one	discussion	with	an	IDEO	designer.	This	enabled	a	higher	quality	
of	project	plan	through	tailored	advice.	
The	outcome	of	the	session	was	positive,	with	each	DIC	reporting	a	clear	plan	and	
customised	support,	although	it	is	unclear	how	this	plan	will	evolve	in	the	face	of	the	next	
phase	of	learning	that	was	being	pushed	upon	them	during	the	following	three	days	of	
residential.	The	ability	for	DICs	to	fully	adopt	design	as	an	underpinning	project	
methodology	remains	to	be	demonstrated	in	the	next	phases	of	the	traineeship	program,	
as	this	paper	is	only	a	preliminary	analysis	focusing	on	the	immediate	impact	of	the	design	
interventions.	
Observations	and	insights	
The	experience	of	DICs	has	been	fluctuating	during	this	six-month	period,	between	
periods	of	comfort	learning	new	skills,	to	doubts	applying	them.	Figure	4	schematically	
represents	this	experience	throughout	the	journey	based	on	survey	and	anecdotal	
responses	from	DICs.	
	
Figure	4:		 Design	innovation	catalyst	experience	during	the	design	interventions	
This	representation	highlights	the	ups	and	downs	of	DIC’s	perceived	experience.	We	use	
this	to	pick	out	the	aspects	of	the	intervention	that	were	well	received,	and	where	
improvements	are	proposed	based	on	reflection.	
The	following	aspects	of	the	interventions	generated	positive	reactions	from	DICs:	
	
• Receiving	a	workbook	that	gives	them	an	introduction	to	design	
• Getting	face-to-face	training	and	guidance	through	a	case-study	example	
applying	design	
• Getting	tailored	advice	on-site,	and	reassurance	for	their	performance	to	date	
• Shaping	the	next	phase	of	their	work	by	self-selecting	methods	from	multiple	
options	
The	following	events	generated	negative	reactions	from	most	DICs:	
• Being	asked	to	use	design	tools	in	their	organisation	before	going	through	a	
formal	training	
• Interviewing	customers,	even	in	a	mock	situation	as	the	DLI	Sprint	case-study:	
this	was	difficult	because	it	led	the	exercise	to	become	more	‘real’	and	less	an	
exercise	in	isolation	of	the	external	world	
• Project	development	and	support,	when	some	DICs	sought	to	follow	a	step-by-
step	approach	to	design	and	felt	that	they	were	not	‘performing’		
• Debrief	workshop	that	was	reiterating	many	messages	and	left	them	in	a	passive	
state	of	consuming	messages	
Checking	these	observations	against	the	DIC	Framework	(Wrigley,	2016),	it	appeared	that	
the	DICs	were	not	comfortable	when	having	to	move	from	learning	in	academia	back	to	
their	industry	environment,	struggling	to	apply	the	skills	they	had	absorbed	but	not	fully	
mastered	yet.	It	also	appeared	that	the	DICs	were	at	times	challenged	when	having	to	
absorb	then	apply	a	large	amount	of	new	content,	as	had	occurred	during	and	after	the	
second	intervention.	
Establishing	and	Educating	Design	Innovation	Catalysts	
Seeking	to	address	the	causes	of	negative	reactions	for	DICs,	the	authors	sought	to	find	
ways	to	increase	the	comfort	for	them	to	move	from	academia	to	industry,	and	increase	
the	structure	and	balance	between	learning	and	teaching,	leveraging	the	DIC	Framework	
(Wrigley,	2016).	To	that	end,	the	authors	suggest	the	following:	
1. Reinforce	the	learning	goal	with	DICs	and	mentors;	
2. Manage	expectations	of	DICs	and	mentors;	
3. Focus	on	mindset	rather	than	process	and	tools;	and	
4. Stage	and	tailor	the	learning	of	process	and	tools		
For	each	of	these	suggestions,	we	present	a	rationale	for	the	recommendation	and	a	
proposed	method	to	apply	it	during	a	program.	
Having	clear	goals	for	a	series	of	interventions	is	critical:	in	our	case,	we	aimed	to	establish	
and	educate	DICs.	Making	these	goals	explicit	is	equally	important	to	enable	a	successful	
outcome	of	these	interventions.	Given	the	technical	and	industry	background	of	the	DICs,	
their	day-to-day	focus	tends	to	be	on	delivery	of	outcomes:	learning	can	be	perceived	as	a	
classroom	activity,	which	is	then	applied	once	back	in	the	office.	This	approach	transpired	
in	the	behaviour	of	some	DICs	and	was	strongly	guided	by	the	views	of	their	mentor.	
Mentors	using	the	program	for	the	DIC	to	deliver	on	a	pre-existing	project	with	an	
established	deadline	skews	the	outcome	focus	from	learning	to	delivery.	Not	addressing	
this	misalignment	of	goals	for	the	program	puts	the	learning	at	risk:	DICs	feel	
overstretched	(applying	skills	they	have	not	consolidated)	and	under	pressure	(expected	
to	deliver	successful	outcomes	using	these	skills),	which	in	turn	leads	to	stress,	anxiety	and	
more	struggle	to	reflect	and	learn.	Reinforcing	the	learning	goal,	and	that	the	learning	
occurs	both	inside	and	outside	of	classroom	environments	will	give	DICs	more	time	and	
space	to	assimilate	the	skillset	of	design,	through	practice	(Howard,	2012).	
One	way	to	reinforce	the	learning	goal	is	to	work	before	the	start	of	the	program	with	
mentors	and	DICs	to	ensure	they	clearly	understand	what	is	required	to	learn	design	
effectively.	The	recruitment	and	orientation	to	a	DIC	education	program	is	a	great	
opportunity	to	create	alignment,	and	signals	of	misalignment	should	be	addressed.	
Mentors	could	be	given	examples	of	projects	adapted	(and	not	adapted)	to	the	learning	
needs	of	the	DIC.	It	should	also	be	explicitly	stated	to	mentors	that	they	should	consider	
the	program’s	impact	on	their	resource	planning,	given	the	efficiency	of	the	DIC	will	be	
reduced	during	the	program.	
Going	further	than	reinforcing	the	learning	focus	on	the	program,	both	DIC	and	mentor's	
expectations	should	be	managed	at	the	start	of	the	program.	Experience	shows	that	
difficult	periods	are	probably	for	the	DIC	(practising	a	new	skill	that	is	not	mastered),	and	
for	the	mentor	(apparent	drop	in	productivity	of	DIC	while	they	develop	their	new	skill).	
Being	upfront	about	these	challenges	to	come	can	limit	the	discouragement	and	
frustration	that	people	could	experience	during	such	periods.	In	particular,	if	DICs	expect	
the	formal	training	to	translate	directly	into	applicable	skills,	they	will	self-evaluate	
themselves	negatively	when	investigating	and	challenging	their	organisation.	For	those	
with	a	fixed	mindset	(Dweck,	2009),	such	perceptions	of	failure	can	limit	their	involvement	
in	future	steps.	To	manage	expectation,	using	a	diagram	such	as	an	experience	map	
(Figure	4)	during	orientation	to	the	program	can	quickly	highlight	the	probable	peaks	and	
troughs	of	DIC	and	mentor	experience	over	time.	This	can	be	an	effective	vehicle	to	
prompt	discussion	around	the	expectations	of	the	program,	and	how	participants	expect	
to	deal	with	challenges	throughout	this	period.	
The	introduction	to	design	should	then	strongly	focus	on	the	mindset	of	a	designer,	
steering	away	from	process	and	tools	(Calgren,	2013).	Blending	both	mindset	and	process	
does	not	give	sufficient	emphasis	on	the	importance	of	design’s	adaptive	approach	to	
problem-solving.	Audiences	with	a	technical	background	have	proven	to	focus	on	process	
and	tools,	perceiving	design	as	a	technical	procedure	without	recognising	its	non-linear	
nature	(Brunswicker,	Wrigley	&	Bucolo	2013).	This	focus	could	be	achieved	by	front-
loading	the	program	with	a	focus	on	the	concepts	that	underpin	design	(e.g.	empathy,	
experimentation),	mixing	theory	and	case	studies.	DICs	should	also	be	encouraged	to	
reflect	on	personal	examples	where	a	design	mindset	could	have	benefited	a	project	they	
were	part	of.	DICs	could	also	be	given	exercises	to	investigate	and	challenge	their	
organisation’s	perception	of	design’s	underlying	concepts,	which	would	help	identify	
potential	difficulties	in	the	adoption	of	design	within	the	business.	This	work	on	unpacking	
and	developing	the	mindset	of	design	should	be	done	prior	to	sharing	any	process	or	
tools.	
Design	process	and	tools	should	be	the	last	element	presented	to	DICs,	and	yet	only	in	a	
staged	and	tailored	manner.	Once	the	DIC	understands	the	focus	of	the	program	on	
learning,	is	conscious	of	the	difficulties	ahead	and	appreciates	the	mindset	of	design,	they	
are	more	able	to	learn	how	to	use	design	as	a	process	and	set	of	tools	in	an	adaptive	
manner.	Providing	an	overview	of	how	a	design	process	evolves	is	necessary	to	give	
participants	reassurance	that	there	is	a	degree	of	structure	in	design,	but	care	must	be	
taken	to	stay	away	from	giving	a	prescriptive	approach	to	applying	the	design.	Staging	and	
	
tailoring	the	reveal	of	these	process	and	tools	enables	the	facilitators	to	adapt	the	
material	to	the	particular	needs	of	the	DIC,	without	limiting	the	absorption	of	knowledge	
to	a	pre-defined	set	of	steps	and	tools.	
This	can	be	done	by	familiarising	DICs	with	the	main	steps	of	a	design	process,	the	
objective	of	each	step,	criteria	to	move	forward	and	types	of	tools	that	can	be	used.	Based	
on	this,	facilitators	should	work	with	DICs	to	develop	a	personal	project	plan	where	only	
the	first	step	of	the	plan	will	be	mapped	and	tools	selected.	Once	this	plan	enacted,	DICs	
can	check	back	with	the	facilitator	to	debrief	on	the	work	done	and	define	their	next	
steps.	This	would	enable	just-in-time	learning	for	DICs,	and	a	tailored	approach	to	design	
which	benefits	from	the	experience	of	facilitators.	This	would	suggest	future	work	to	
further	explore	these	findings	in	order	to	improve	the	learning	experience	and	hence	the	
outcomes	of	the	design	innovation	catalysts.	
Summary	
Shaping	design	innovation	catalysts	with	a	limited	amount	of	interactions	is	a	challenge,	
which	pushes	facilitators	to	reconsider	what	is	the	core	knowledge	that	needs	to	be	
passed	on:	the	design	mindset,	its	approach	to	problems	or	its	process	and	tools?	While	
this	case	study	is	only	a	preliminary	analysis	of	the	full	traineeship	program,	the	
observations	and	insights	presented	in	this	paper	demonstrate	the	difficulty	for	design	
innovation	catalysts	to	adopt	design	through	a	limited	amount	of	interventions	from	
academia.	Beyond	the	application	of	design	process	and	tools,	the	challenge	for	them	is	to	
adopt	a	design	mindset	that	is	different	to	what	they	have	learned	and	used	so	far,	and	to	
what	they	are	surrounded	with.		
The	proposed	improvements	made	by	the	authors	aim	to	reduce	this	strain	by	focusing	
further	on	the	selection	and	orientation	of	the	design	innovation	catalysts.	Greater	care	
should	be	given	to	ensure	all	stakeholders	have	a	clear,	consistent	understanding	of	the	
purpose	and	expectations	of	each	intervention	and	the	overall	curriculum	before	
enrolling.	Additionally,	concentrating	the	program	on	explaining	design	as	a	mindset	and	
approach	to	problems	while	staging	the	introduction	of	process	and	tools	can	limit	the	
risks	that	DICs	interpret	design	as	a	technical	process	to	follow.	Finally,	this	case	study	
highlighted	that	further	work	needs	to	be	done	to	better	understand	the	most	effective	
way	to	shape	a	cohort	of	industry-based	design	innovation	catalysts	who	can	successfully	
stimulate	growth	in	their	organisation	by	leveraging	design,	through	a	limited	amount	of	
interventions	and	face-to-face	time.		
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